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deciding whether the disclosure is consktutt with the nature of the work product privilege,” the 

oppolmk.” IbiQr(cmphasisaddd).w 

TbedistriacoultuTcdinconcl~onthecommon ht#CEStiSSUCdOllCthat 

clear,theabsenfxofacommon iaercstisnutsuf6cicnttoeoDcludedrastbencbasbemawaivu. 

hasv0lunt8rilydiscl~thc~~~insucha mamrathatitislikelytobercvcaledtohis 

of the protection of the rule.” Bpwne of New Ypdr Citv. Inc. v. &Q&SC m 150 F.R.D. 465, 

479 (S.D.N.Y. 1993). 

36/ See a&,~ J.n n w 676 F.2d 793,809 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (%eca~~ it looks to the 
vitalityof~eardvtrsarygystanrathrr~~lyseekingtoprrsmreeonfidmtiality,the 
work product privilege is not aut0matic.aliy w&cd by any disclose to a third party”); 

292,295 (‘Temp. Emcxgwy Ct. of Ap. 1985) 
common-iashaiagtkfruitoftrial 

~~~o~‘~~a~~~~ withaguamnteof 
confidcntiaiity, does not nmssmily wshtutc a waiver of the work product privilege”) 
(quoting AT&T); J,atin Invmt Cm. v. Dra#&, 160 B.R. 262,264 (DE. Bank. Ct. 
1993). 
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